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- The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address - 
Period for Reply 



A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH (S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication: 

- If the period for reply specified above is less than thirty (30) days, a reply within the statutory minimum of thirty (30) days will be considered timely. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 
Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 

Status 

I) D Responsive to communication(s) filed on 17 June 2005 . 

2a)M This action is FINAL. 2b)D This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1 935 CD. 1 1 , 453 O.G. 21 3. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) E3 Claim(s) 1-40 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) [X] Claim(s) 1-40 is/are rejected. 

7) D Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) Q Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) D The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10)Q The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)D accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 
Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 

II) D The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 1 9 

12)D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119(a)-(d)or (f). 
a)D All b)D Some * c)D None of: 

1 .□ Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2. Q Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3. D Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 

application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 
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RESPONSE TO AMENDMENT 

1. This communication is responsive to the amendment received on June 17, 2005. 
Claims 1, 7-11, 15, 17-22, 25, 27-31, 34-35, 37-40 were amended. Claims 1-40 are 
pending. 

New Ground of Rejection 

2. Applicant's amendment and arguments with respect to claims 1-40 have been 
fully considered but they are deemed to be moot in view of the new grounds of rejection. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC S 112 

3. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

4. Claims 1, 11, 21, and 31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, 
as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject 
matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

Claims 1, 11, 21, and 31 recite "a determination step, for determining as to 
whether only one of the first and second local managing apparatuses should make a 
diagnosis, or both the fist and second local managing apparatuses should make a 
diagnosis." It is unclear what the link between the first managing apparatus and the 
second managing apparatus is. How is it possible for a manager of a fist-type device be 
able to diagnose a second-type device if the devices are different from each other. It is 
also unclear why both managers need to perform the diagnosis on any particular 
device. 
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5. Claims 1, 11, 21, and 31, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, 
as being incomplete for omitting essential steps, such omission amounting to a gap 
between the steps. See MPEP §2172.01. The omitted steps are: Prior to the 
determination step, how does the information processing apparatus identify a failure or 
a problem with an apparatus of first type or of a second type or both. Also, on what 
basis is the information processing apparatus determining that only one of the first and 
second local managing apparatuses should make a diagnosis, or both the fist and 
second local managing apparatuses should make a diagnosis. These essential steps 
are needed in the claim in order to clearly show why only one of the managing 
apparatuses or both of them are needed in diagnosing the apparatuses. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC $102 

6. .The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under 
section 122(b), by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for patent by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, 
except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application 
filed in the United States only if the international application designated the 
United States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English 
language. 

7. Claims1-3, 6, 8, 10-13, 16, 18, 20-23, 26, 28, 30-33, 36, 38, 40, are rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Kimura et al, (Kimura) U.S. Patent No. 
6,173,422. 
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8. As to claim 1, Kimura teaches an information processing apparatus which is 
connected to a first local managing apparatus which diagnoses an apparatus having a 
first-type function and a second local managing apparatus which diagnoses an 
apparatus having a second-type function that is different from the first-type function, 
comprising (see Fig. 12 and Fig. 13, col. Col. 18, lines 1-14): 

Determination means which determine whether only one of the first and second 
local managing apparatuses should make a diagnosis, or both the fist and second local 
managing apparatuses should make a diagnosis (see Fig. 16, col. 21, Lines 29-55); 

diagnosis control means which causes one of the first local managing apparatus 
and the second local managing apparatus, or both the first and second local managing 
apparatuses, to perform diagnosis, based on a determination provided by said 
determination means (col. 22, lines 1 1-28). 

9. As to claim 2, Kimura teaches an information processing apparatus according to 
claim 1, wherein said diagnosis control means issues a diagnosis request to one of the 
first local managing apparatus and the second local managing apparatus, or both the 
first and second local managing apparatuses (see Fig. 12 and Fig. 13, col. Col. 18, lines 
1-14). 

10. As to claim 3, Kimura teaches an information processing apparatus according to 
claim 1, further comprising display control means for displaying a list of apparatuses 
connected to the local network on a display unit (see Fig. 16, col.21, lines 29-55). 

11. As to claim 6, Kimura teaches an information processing apparatus according to 
claim 1, further comprising report generating means for generating report information 



Application/Control Number: 09/987,487 Page 5 

Art Unit: 2155 

indicating contents of the trouble in a case where the trouble is determined by the first 
local managing apparatus or. the second local managing apparatus (see Fig. 6, 7and 
16). 

12. As to claim 8, Kimura teaches an information processing apparatus according to 
claim 1 , wherein the apparatus of the first type is peripheral devices, and the apparatus 
of the second type is computer devices (see Fig. 1 ). 

13. As to claim 10, Suzuki teaches an information processing apparatus according to 
claim 8, wherein the apparatus of the second type is at least one of personal computers, 
server computers, or network devices (see Fig. 1). 

14. Claims 11-13, 16, 18, 20-23, 26, 28, 30-33, 36, 38, and 40 contain similar 
limitations as above; therefore, they are rejected under the same rationale. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

15. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed 
or described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the 
subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject 
matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made 
to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was 
made. 

16. Claim 4-5, 14-15, 24-25, and 34-35, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over in view of Kimura et al, (Kimura) U.S. Patent No. 6,173,422 in 
view of Suzuki et al., (Suzuki) U.S. Patent No. 6,415,392. 
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17. As to claim 4-5, 14-15, 24-25, and 34-35, Kimura teaches an information 
processing apparatus as discussed above. Kimura does not explicitly teach notifying a 
service person wherein said notifying means transmits information to a portable terminal 
carried by the service person regarding a location to which to go to perform the recovery 
operation. 

Suzuki teaches a supervising system for image forming apparatus, and which is 
capable of selectively connecting a mobile computer of a service person with the 
communication network at a user site (see abstract). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
applicant's invention to incorporate Suzuki's mobile terminal for a service person into 
the invention of Kimura in order to efficiently and correctly display service information. 
Since all the information a service person needs is at their fingertips, they are able to do 
their repair in a fast and accurate manner. 

18. Claim 7, 17, 27, and 37, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over in view of Kimura et al, (Kimura) U.S. Patent No. 6,173,422 in view 
of McCrory et al., (McCrory) U.S. Patent No. 6,697,962. 

19. As to claim 7, 17, 27, and 37, Kimura teaches an information processing 
apparatus according to claim 1 . McCrory does not explicitly teach notifying means for 
sending a notification of a need for a commissioning recovery operation to another 
company, in a case where the trouble cannot be recovered from without external help 
(col. 3, lines 13-24 and col. 15, lines 51-60). 
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McCrory teaches a remote monitoring system providing diagnostic and remedial 
functions to a computer system. The computer system has a diagnostic agent housed 
locally and can retrieve information about the various states of the monitored computer 
system. If the monitoring agent can not correct or remedy the problem associated with 
a computer system it employs the help of a remote or external service center to aide in 
diagnosing the failure or problem (see abstract, Fig, 2, col. 4, lines 14-37). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
applicant's invention to incorporate the teaching of McCrory into the invention of Kimura 
in order to better diagnose and correct failures. By employing external help the failure 
would be corrected quickly using appropriate methods not available locally. 

20. Claim 9, 19, 29, and 29, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over in view of Kimura et al, (Kimura) U.S. Patent No. 6,173,422 in view 
of "Official Notice." 

21. As to claim 9, 19, 29, and 29, Kimura teaches an information processing 
apparatus according to claim 8. Kimura does not explicitly teach wherein the apparatus 
of the first type is at least one of printers, photocopiers, or scanners. 

"Official Notice" is taken that it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of the applicant's invention to modify Kimura's monitoring system to 
monitor any type of device whether it be audio/video devices or image forming devices 
because failures and errors can happen in image forming devices and would require 
similar monitoring in order to correct the failures and insure that the devices function 
properly. 
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Response to Arguments 

22. Applicant's arguments have been fully considered. The examiner has attempted 
to answer (respond) to the remarks (arguments) in the body of the Office Action. 

Contact Information 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Shawki S Ismail whose telephone number is 571-272- 
3985. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:30 - 5:00. 
If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Saleh Najjar can be reached on 571-272-4006. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Shawki Ismail 
Patent Examiner 
August 29, 2005 




